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THE JCS ROLE IN SECURITY ASSISTANCE 

(U) The purpose of this paper is to examine the 
role the Joint Chiefs of Staff have played in the 
security assistance program since its inception and to 
review the issues that have concerned the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff during the past ten years. The examination of 
issues has been limited to broad, general areas and 
does not treat specific recommendations for individual 
countries . 

The Beginning of the Program 

(U) The current US security assistance program 
dates back to 1947. In that year, President Harry S. 
Truman approved emergency military and economic aid for 
Greece and Turkey to prevent them from falling under 
Soviet influence. Following the Brussels Treaty in 
1948 and the North Atlantic Treaty the next year, the 
United States began to furnish military aid to the 
Western European allies to build a position of strength 
against Soviet expansion. Simultaneously, the European 
Recovery Plan, better known as the Marshall Plan, 
extended economic loans and grants to 16 European 
nations. The separate US foreign aid programs were 

brought together and given a common legislative basis 
in the Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949. 

(U) The fall of China to the communists succeeded 
by the outbreak of the Korean War brought an expansion 
of US military aid programs to the countries of the 
Middle East and Asia. The Mutual Security Act of 1951 
supplemented the 1949 law and set up the Mutual 
Security Agency in the Executive Office of the 
President to supervise both military and economic 
assistance. In 1953, as part of President Dwight D. 
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Eisenhower's reorganization of the Executive Branch, 
the Mutual Security Agency was abolished and replaced 
by the Foreign Operations Administration, an 
independent agency in the Executive Branch. The new 
agency supervised, directed, and coordinated all 
foreign assistance operations, under policy guidance 
from the Secretaries of State, Defense, and Treasury. 
The Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended in 1955, 
eliminated the Foreign Operations Administration. It 
was replaced by the International Cooperation 
Administration (subsequently renamed the Agency for 
International Development) , within the Department of 
State, responsible for coordination of all foreign 
assistance programs and for administration of all aid 
programs except security assistance, which was the 

responsiblity of the Secretary of Defense. In 1961, 
the Foreign Assistance Act replaced the 1954 Mutual 
Security Act, but did not change the organizational 
responsibilities for foreign assistance programs. The 
1961 Act remains in effect and is the authorizing 
legislation for the Military Assistance Program 
(grants) , the International Military Education and 

Training (IMET) Program, the Economic Support Fund 

(ESF) , and peacekeeping operations (PRO) . 

(U) Throughout the 1950s and during the early 
1960s, US military assistance was primarily grant aid 
in the form of materiel and training, but foreign 
military sales (FMS) , the extention of credit on 

favorable terms to puchase equipment with loan 

repayment guarantees, gradually increased. By 1964, 
FMS exceeded MAP grants for the first time. (See 
following table.) 
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US Security Assistance^ 

(Dollars in Millions) 

FY 1950 1955 1960 . 1965 

MAP (grants) $ 1,335.6 $ 1,624.2 $ 2,334.4 $ 1,173.1 

FMS (sales) $ 50.8 $ 84.2 $ 241.9 $ 1,781.9 


Total $ 1,386.4 $ 1,708.4 $ 2,576.3 $ 2,950.3 

The Foreign Military Sales Act, passed in 1968, became 
the basis for foreign military sales on both a cash and 
credit basis. The 1968 law was replaced in 1976 by the 
International Security Assistance and Arms Export 
Control Act, known as the AECA, which is the current 
authority for the foreign military sales program. Both 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and the 
International Security Assistance and Arms Export 
Control Act are amended each year by the annual 
security assistance authorization act. In addition, 
the actual Congresssional appropriations for security 
assistance are provided in the annual Foreign 
Assistance and Related Programs Appropriations Act. 

JCS Participation 

(U) During the early 1950s, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff developed procedures for participation in the 
preparation of the annual military (subsequently 
redesignated security) assistance program of the US 
Government. A team of US military advisers, usually 
styled the Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG) , 
was accredited to each country receiving US military 
assistance. These advisers, in cooperation with the 
military authorities of their host nation, supervised 
the dissemination and use of the US military aid and 
prepared recommendations for additional assistance. On 
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the basis of the MAAG recommendations, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff supplied military advice to the Secretary of 
Defense annually to guide the overall security 
assistance program. This advice took the form of 

annual "force bases" , which listed units as well as 
materiel and training requirements for the various 
countries that the United States should support. The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff also recommended general policies 
for the provision of equipment to foreign countries. 
The Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(International Security Affairs) used the JCS 
submissions in the preparation of an annual security 
assistance program. The Joint Chiefs of Staff had an 
opportunity to review the program before final 

Secretary of Defense approval. Once the Secretary 
approved, the program went to the Department of State 
for inclusion in the overall foreign assistance 
program, which the President submitted for 

Congressional action — both authorization and 

appropriation. 

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff instituted their 
Joint Program for Planning (now the Joint Strategic 
Planning System (JSPS) ) in the 1950s and submitted the 
first Joint Strategic Objectives Plan (JSOP) to the 

Secretary of Defense in 1958. Two years later, the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff incorporated the force 
recommendations for foreign countries into an annex. 
Free World Forces, to the JSOP. 2 In 1968, the Free 

World Forces portion became a separate book of the 

JSOP. During the 1960s, the security assistance 

program, prepared in the Office of the Secretary of 

Defense, was extended to cover a five-year projection, 

beginning with the approaching fiscal year. The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff continued to review these programs 

before final Secretary of Defense approval. 
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Security Assistance in the 1970s 

(U) With the Presidency of Richard M. Nixon, 
foreign assistance, both economic and security, assumed 
a much larger role in US foreign policy. In the "Nixon 
Doctrine," announced in July 1969, the President 
announced that the United States would keep its treaty 
commitments, but expected friendly nations to handle 
their own internal security and military defense 
problems. The United States, he pledged, would give 
economic and military assistance for these efforts. 
Announced initially for Asia, President Nixon 
subsequently extended the doctrine to all friendly 
countries. 3 

(U) Soon after he became President, Richard Nixon 
asked a task force of experts from outside the 
government to review the US foreign assistance program 
and make recommendations for improvement. The task 
force, headed by Mr. Rudolph A. Peterson, President of 
the Bank of America, submitted its report in March 
1970. With regard to security assistance, the task 
force recognized that these programs had been an 
"integral" part of US foreign policy for more than two 
decades. The task force made two recommendations: 
(1) that security assistance programs, including 
grants and sales, be combined into one piece of 
legislation, an international security cooperation act, 
separate from economic assistance? (2) that 
responsibility be assigned to the Department of State 
for setting policy and directing and coordinating 
security assistance programs, but with administration 
of military grant and sales programs remaining with the 
Department of Defense. 4 

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff reviewed the Peterson 
task force report. Although they concurred in the 
recommendation for separation of security assistance 
from developmental assistance and the combining of both 
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grants and sales security assistance into a single act, 
they doubted that such an action would resolve the 
dilemma faced in obtaining "the modest but critical 
funding" for these programs under the current separate 
Foreign Assistance Act and the International Security 
Assistance and Arms Export Control Act. They pointed 
out that Congressional committee jurisdiction over the 
Defense and security assistance budgets was split, with 
the Foreign Relations/Affairs Committees considering 
security assistance matters while the Armed Services 
Committees handled the DOD budget. The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff believed that the Foreign Relations/Affairs 
Committees would receive jurisdiction over any unified 
security assistance bill and that the split committee 
jurisdiction would continue, making it "most difficult 
to relate savings in the regular DOD budget derived 
from U.S. force reductions to moderate cost increases 
chargeable to MAP and the credit sales program." As an 
alternative, the Joint Chiefs of Staff proposed that 
all security assistance (grants, sales, and training) 
be transferred as a separate "MAP line item" in the DOD 
budget and as an addition to the Service budgets. 5 The 
Secretary of Defense supported the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff in this recommendation. 6 

(U) As a result of the Peterson task force 
recommendations. President Nixon instituted various 
changes in procedures for economic assistance on 
8 August 1970. At that time, he deferred action with 
respect to security assistance pending further review? 
and, in the end, made no changes at all. For on 
25 March 1971, President Nixon continued the 
responsibilities of the Secretaries of State and 
Defense for security assistance without change. 8 As a 
consequence, no action resulted on the JCS 
recommendation for inclusion of security assistance as 
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a line item in the DOD budget. This proposal, however, 
became one that the Joint Chiefs of Staff have 
supported ever since that time. 

(U) The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
Admiral Thomas H. Moorer, was convinced that security 
assistance was becoming increasingly important. New 
steps, he said on 6 April 1971, needed to be taken to 
incorporate grants and foreign military sales totally 
in the planning, programming, and budgeting (PPB) 
cycle. In addition, he thought new procedures were 
required for orderly JCS participation in the DOD 
formulation of security assistance objectives and in 
the overall management of security assistance 
resources. He asked the Director of the Joint Staff, 
in coordination with the Services, for appropriate 
proposals. 9 Ten days later, the Secretary of Defense 
asked that security assistance programs be properly 
integrated in the total force concept. To that end, he 
wanted both grant and sales programs brought into the 
PPB system. 10 

As a result, on 4 May 1971, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff provided the Secretary of Defense a concept for 
procedural changes to achieve better consideration of 
security assistance in the PPB system. The principal 
feature was the preparation of an annex, "Support to 
Other Nations," to the Joint Force Memorandum. H 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff forwarded the initial 
Support to Other Nations Annex for the Joint Force 
Memorandum to the Secretary of Defense on 16 July 1971. 
It reflected programs for military support to other 
nations in broad terms of military strategy, country 
dollar requirements, and attendant risks with respect 
to attainment of military objectives. The Joint Chiefs 
of Staff intended the annex for use by the Secretary’s 
office in preparation of a security assistance program 
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objective memorandum. 12 This annex represented the 
first time that the Joint Chiefs of Staff initiated 
recommendations for dollar amounts of security 
assistance. Theretofore they had recommended force and 
equipment levels and had, subsequently, commented on 
OSD proposals for dollar levels to achieve their force 
recommendations. 

(U) In a related action to improve management of 
security assistance in the Department of Defense, the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense established the Defense 
Security Assistance Agency (DSAA) on 11 August 1971. 
The new Agency, under the "direction, authority, and 
control" of the Secretary of Defense with staff 
supervision by the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(ISA) , was charged with the direction, administration, 
and supervision of approved DOD security assistance 
plans and programs. The Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(ISA) continued to be responsible for developing DOD 
security assistance programs and policies; the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff would continue to provide military 
advice on security assistance matters, including force 
objectives, priorities, missions, and requirements for 
force development. The Deputy Secretary of Defense 
authorized the Defense Security Assistance Agency 
direct communication with the unified and specified 
commands and MAAGs on matters related to implementation 
of approved security assistance programs. All DSAA and 
Assistant Secretary* of Defense (IS^) directives and 
communications with the MAAGs, unified and specified 
commands, and Military Departments that pertained to 
security assistance and had "military operational 
implications" were to be coordinated with the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. Similarly, all JCS directives and 
communications to the MAAGs, unified and specified 
commands, and the Military Departments pertaining to 
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security assistance were to be coordinated with the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA). 13 

(U) The Deputy Secretary of Defense also 
established the Defense Security Assistance Council 
(DSAC) to advise the Secretary of Defense on security 
assistance matters. Membership included the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (ISA), chairman; the Director, 
DSAA? and representatives of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and other appropriate DOD elements. (The Defense 
Security Assistance Council was abolished in 1976). 

(U) During the 1970s, worldwide events, including 
rising energy costs and global recession made it more 
difficult for many countries receiving US assistance to 
meet FMS loan repayments. Increased grant aid, which 
the US Government had planned to eliminate entirely by 
the early 1980s, became necessary. 

(U) In March 1972, the Joint Chiefs of Staff warned 
the Secretary of Defense of the impact on US national 
security that would result from the reduction being 
considered in the Congress to reduce grant security 
assistance in the FY 1973 program from $705 to $500 
million. They recommended that "every effort" be 
exerted to make the Congress aware of the national 
security implications involved. The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff also used the occasion to repeat their 
recommendation to make security assistance funding a 

separate line item in the DOD budget. 15 

(U) Other aspects of the security assistance 

program troubled the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 
succeeding years. In 1976, as part of the action to 
implement the International Security Assistance and 
Arms Export Control Act, the Secretary of Defense 
proposed to assign the MAAGs to the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (ISA) /Defense Security Assistance Agency, to 
report through the Director, DSAA. The Joint Chiefs of 


Staff immediately objected. They believed that the 
proposed arrangement would adversely affect unity of 
effort, "especially in the essential program 

formulation phase." The Joint Chiefs of Staff 

preferred that the MAAGs continue to be responsible to 
the unified commander of their region in order to 

insure the "regional coherence" of the US security 
assistance program. The Secretary of Defense accepted 
the JCS recommendation and the MAAGs continued to 

report through the unified commanders . ^ 

(U) Meantime, in May 1975, President Gerald Ford 
had ordered a review of policy on arms transfers, and 

the resulting study of 25 August 1976, which was not 

provided to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for review, 
recommended various management changes. No action 
resulted, however, before the Ford Administration left 
office in January 1977.17 

(U) During the Nixon and Ford Administrations, the 
dollar volume of security assistance increased 
tremendously with the increase occurring in the sales 
area. The following figures are indicative: 

US Security Assistance^ 

(Dollars in Millions) 

FY 1969 1976 

Grants $ 2,819.6 $ 369.6 

Sales $ 1,160.6 $ 14,277.8 

{^) In his campaign for president, Jimmy Carter 
criticized US arras sales around the world and entered 
office committed to a reduction in the volume of these 
sales. During his first week in office. President 
Carter directed a review of the policy on international 
transfer of conventional arms. The task was carried 
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out within the NSC system and. JCS representatives 
participated. The Joint Chiefs of Staff received the 
final study but did not comment on it. 19 

Subsequently, President Carter issued a new 
policy statement on 13 May 1977. The United States, he 
said, must restrain the transfer of conventional arms 
by recognizing that such transfers were "an exceptional 
foreign policy implement, to be used only in instances 
where it can be clearly demonstrated that transfers 
contribute to our national interests." While the 
United States would continue to use arms transfers to 
promote its security and that of its allies and 
friends, President Carter established certain 
restraints. Dollar amounts (in constant 1976 dollars) 
of new grant and sales commitments for weapons and 
" weapons-related items" for FY 1978 would be reduced 
from the FY 1977 total, and the goal was to reduce the 
total dollar volume in each succeeding year. The 
President also instituted restrictions on the transfer 
of advanced weapons systems, equipment, and 

components. 20 

In compliance with the President's policy of 
restraint in arms transfer, the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense asked DOD elements, including the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, to eliminate any procedures that might, 
directly or indirectly, serve to stimulate foreign 
requests for such transfers. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 
responded on 1 June 1977 with their full support for 
the goal of reducing nonessential transfers and stated 
that they would use that consideration in review of 
proposed arms sales. They went on to note that 
cooperative force planning and contingency planning 
activities under their cognizance might, in some cases, 
include recommendations for "generic weapons and 
equipment" for foreign military personnel. They 




believed, however, that termination of such planning 
would disrupt procurement programming and, ultimately, 
degrade total force readiness. 21 

yt) In November 1978, the President’s Assistant for 
National Security Affairs, Zbigniew Brzezinski, 
informed the Secetaries of State and Defense that 
current budget guidance assumed that grant security 
assistance would be terminated during FY 1981. Since 
grant aid had made a considerable contribution during 
the past 30 years, Dr. Brzezinski directed a review of 
grant aid. Recognizing that grants would never again 
assume the large proportions of previous years. 
Dr. Brzezinski asked if there was a continuing role for 
a modest grant security assistance program. 22 The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff did not participate in the review, but 
the Secretaries of State and Defense told the President 
on 19 December 1978 that limited funding for security 
grants beyond FY 1981 would well serve US interests. 
There was no need, they said, "to make decisions now 
that would foreclose this possibility." 23 

Changes in JCS Procedures for Security Assistance 

(U) Meantime, in June 1978, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff had instituted changes in their Joint Strategic 
Planning System documents to facilitate the PPB system. 
They eliminated the Joint Strategic Objectives Plan and 
the Joint Force Memorandum, replacing them with the 
Joint Strategic Planning Document (JSPD) and the Joint 
Program Assessment Memorandum (JPAM) , respectively. As 
a part of the change, the Support to Other Nations 
Annex of the Joint Force Memorandum became the Security 
Assistance Program Annex to the new Joint Program 
Assessment Memorandum. 2 ^ 

During the spring of 1979, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff reviewed the manner in which they provided advice 
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on security assistance to the Secretary of Defense. 
They concluded that their recommendations on this 
subject as an annex to the former Joint Force 
Memorandum and the current Joint Program Assessment 
Memorandum were not clearly linked to the functions of. 
the basic document. They decided that a separate Joint 
Strategic Planning System document was needed to 
transmit their advice on security assistance to the 
Secretary of Defense. Such an arrangement would allow 
them to respond to the security assistance planning and 
budgetary cycles established by the Secretary of State, 
which did not correspond with the DOD PPB system. In 
addition, the Joint Chiefs of Staff hoped that a 
separate document might strengthen the perception in 
both the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the 
Department of State of the importance the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff placed on security assistance. Accordingly, 
on 1 June 1979, the Joint Chiefs of Staff approved a 
Joint Security Assistance Memorandum (JSAM) to replace 
the Support to Other Nations Annex to the Joint Program 
Assessment Memorandum. 25 

{/£) The Joint Chiefs of Staff forwarded the first 
Joint Security Assistance Memorandum to the Secretary 
of Defense on 25 July 1979. It contained the JCS 

recommendations for the FY 1981 security assistance 
program, "prioritized in a worldwide rank order. The 
recommendations were based on the submission of 

individual country teams and the comments of* the 
unified and specified commanders and the Services on 
the country team submissions. As a supplement, the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff also provided the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (ISA) the Joint Security 

Assistance Memorandum Supporting Analysis (JSAMSA) . It 
was a working level document developed from the 
recommendations of the country teams, the commanders of 
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the unified commands, the Services, and the Joint 
Staff. It did not reflect the JCS agreed appraisal in 
every instance. 26 

While the new Joint Security Assistance 
Memorandum was in preparation, the Chief of Naval 
Operations informed his JCS colleagues of his concern 
that security assistance programs were losing their 
effectiveness. He believed these programs must be 
"reinvigorated" in order to continue the attainment of 
US security objectives. The Chief of Naval Operations 
urged that preparation of the new Joint Security 
Assistance Memorandum be given "the greatest emphasis" 
at the staff level and "our personal review when 
appropriate." "We should insure that it [the Joint 
Security Assistance Memorandum] reflects our views on 
the importance of the programs," he continued, "and 
that the views are widely disseminated and weighed 
throughout the U.S. government." He also recommended 
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff use every opportunity to 
stress the importance of security assistance in 
discussions with "other members of the Executive Branch 
and members of the Congress." 27 

The Reagan Administration and Security Assistance 

&) Ronald Reagan campaigned for president on a 
platform that included a strong military posture. Soon 
after he entered office in January 1981, he initiated a 
review of the US conventional arms transfer policy. In 
April 1981, the Joint Chiefs of Staff received a 
proposed draft policy statement on this matter. It 
viewed the transfer of "conventional arms and other 
defense articles and devices" as an "essential element" 
of US global defense posture and an "indispensable 
component" of US foreign policy. Under the proposed 
policy, the United States would evaluate requests for 



arms transfers "primarily" in terms of their net 
contribution to enhanced deterrence and defense. In 
addition, the United States would retain "a genuine 
interest" in restraints on arms transfers, but would 
not jeopardize its security interests through a program 
of unilateral restraints. 28 

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff concurred in the 
proposed statement without comment, 2 ^ and the President 
issued the new arms transfer policy on 5 July 1981. It 
was essentially the same as the draft reviewed by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. With respect to restraints, the 
President added the following: 

The realities of today's world 
demand that we pursue a sober, 
responsible, and balanced arms 
transfer policy, a policy that will 
advance our national security 
interests and those of the free 
world. Both in addressing deci- 
sions as to specific transfers and 
opportunities for restraint, we 
will be guided by principle as well 
as practical necessity. We will 
deal with the world as it is, 
rather than as we would like it to 
be. 30 

{J^) Subsequently, in February 1982, President 
Reagan directed a review of national strategy in order 
to replace the strategy developed by the Carter 
Administration. 31 The resulting interdepartmental 
study contained a section (Part III, Section F) on 
security assistance prepared in the Department of 
State. In an interdepartmental meeting on 2 April 
1982, the Assistant to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff objected to this section as completely 
unsatisfactory. It did not set out the current issues 
or identify the areas where improvement was needed in 
the security assistance program. As a result, the 




section was completely revised based on a draft 
prepared by the Joint Staff and the revised version was 
incorporated into the national strategy study three 
days later , on 5 April. 32 The President ultimately 
approved the national strategy paper, including the 
security assistance portion, and issued it as National 
Security Decision Directive (NSDD) 32 of 20 May 1982.33 
Consequently, the Joint Chiefs of Staff contributed a 
direct and major input to the current US policy for 
security assistance. 

[/£) With regard to security assistance, the new 
Presidential policy statement included the following; 

Security assistance is a vital, 
integral component of our national 
security and is an essential com- 
plement to our own force structure 
in meeting our security objectives 
abroad. Security assistance pro- 
grams are a most cost-effective 
means of enhancing the security of 
the United States. A priority 
effort shall be undertaken to 
include the use of White House 
resources, to secure passage of 
security assistance legislative 
initiatives currently before 
Congress. 

The policy statement went on to provide that the United 
States shall plan for steady, real growth in the 
security assistance portion of the national security 
budget over the next five years; make more use of 
multi-year commitments for security assistance; improve 
planning for foreign military sales? and undertake 
efforts to rewrite or revise substantially the Foreign 
Assistance Act and the Arms Control Export Act. 34 

(U) Meantime, in April 1982, the Chiefs of Staff of 
the Army and Air Force informed the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff that the current system for security assistance 
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planning, programming, and budgeting should be 
improved. They pointed out that the International 
Security and Development Cooperation Act of 1981 had 
established the Special Defense Acquisition Fund* and 
expanded the authority of overseas security assistance 
organizations to include evaluation and planning of the 
host government's military capabilities. These legis- 
lative changes, together with the President's 8 July 
1981 arms transfer policy, the Army and Air Force 
Chiefs said, had set the stage for more "pragmatic" 
management of security assistance. An improved system 
was needed, they continued, to complement the 
Department of State process, to improve the JCS 
contribution, and to assist the Services in their mid- 
and long-term planning to support security assistance 
customers with weapons and materiel needs. 
Specifically, they recommended enhancement of the part 
of the Joint Strategic Planning Document Supporting 
Analysis covering allied and friendly forces and 
expansion of the Joint Security Assistance Memorandum 
and its Supporting Analysis to include strategic 
implications of security assistance programs and 
specific funding profiles associated with procurement 
of weapons systems to match to the best extent possible 
the force structure recommended in the Joint Strategic 
Planning Document Supporting Analysis. 35 

(U) The full Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed with the 
Army and Air Force members (the JCS decision was at the 
OpsDeps level) and they informed the Secretary of 


*A revolving fund under the control of the 
Secretary of Defense, separate from other accounts, for 
the acquisition of defense articles and services in 
anticipation of transfer to eligible foreign countries 
and international organizations. PL-113, 29 Dec 81 
(U) . 
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Defense on 11 May 1982 that the current security 
assistance PPB system should be enhanced in order to 
meet more successfully the needs of friends and allies 
and to avoid adverse impact on the readiness of US 
forces. They listed the following two initiatives 
that, if implemented, would bring immediate and signif- 
icant improvement: (1) integration of the security 

assistance program with US force structure operational 
planning? and (2) preparation of a comprehensive plan 
in the near term for the Caribbean and Latin American 
area. The Joint Chiefs of Staff asked the Secretary of 

Defense to raise these matters with the Secretary of 

State. 36 

(U) The Deputy Secretary of Defense replied on 
1 July 1982. He acknowledged the need for improvements 
in the security assistantance planning, programming, 
and budgeting system and requested specifics from the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff on what could be done within the 
Department of Defense. With regard to the Caribbean 
and Latin America, the Deputy Secretary said that an 

interdepartmental group, with Joint Staff repre- 
sentation, was currently developing "a comprehensive 
regional plan" as a result of the Falklands war. He 
preferred to await the outcome of that effort before 

taking further action. 3 "^ 

{<£) in a meeting on 20 July 1982, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff discussed security assistance with the 
Secretary of Defense. They pointed out to the 
Secretary that the new national security strategy 
(NSDD 32) clearly recognized the need for strong allies 
and the importance of security assistance, but noted 
that the Congress was reducing the Administration’s 
security assistance budget. They also urged that 
security assistance programs needed to be reoriented 
and restructured to give direction grounded principally 




on strategic military objectives and suggested that the 
security assistance program be developed by the 
Department of Defense, with coordination from the 
Department of State, instead of vice versa, as was 
currently the case. The Joint Chiefs of Staff then 
listed the following specific security assistance 
matters that required attention: approval to spend 
funds in the Special Defense Acquisition Fund, 
authorization for more grant aid, relaxation of 
restrictions on the training and advisory activities of 
US security assistance organization personnel in 
foreign countries, a need for standardization of 
training costs, a requirement for reciprocity in 
training, and relief from the requirement to notify the 
Congress of sales of large items or programs. 38 

(U) As a result of the 20 July briefing, the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) requested the 
Director of the Joint Staff to provide rationale and 
recommendations for changes to legislation: to 
establish uniform "costing procedures" for all FMS 
training, to authorize exchange of unit level military 
training on "a cost-free reciprocal basis," to place 
the training portion (IMET) of security assistance 
under the control of the Secretary of Defense, and to 
relax constraints on overseas security assistance 
organizations with respect to advisory and training 
activities. 39 Then, on 13 August 1982, the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Policy requested JCS and 
Service recommendations, in the form of either revised 
or new legislation, to remove restrictions on or expand 
authorities for security assistance matters. 40 

(U) On 7 September 1982, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
provided the rationale and recommendations for the four 
specific matters requested by the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (ISA). 41 A week later, on 15 September 
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1982, they supplied a number of recommendations for 
additional legislative initiatives in response to the 
request of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy. 
The latter proposals included: (1) establishment of a 
Secretary of Defense security assistance appropriation 
account and a treaties and base agreement account, (2) 
amendment of the Arms Export Control Act to expand 
instances for which reduction or waiver of nonrecurring 
costs (NRCs) was permitted, (3) expansion of the 
Special Defense Acquisition Fund function to include 
acquisition of materiel in anticipation of foreign 
requests by removing legislative ceilings and 
appropriation restrictions, (4) standardization of 
repayment and grace periods for FMS credit sales, 
(5) authorization for reciprocal one-for-one exchanges 
of students between senior and intermediate military 
schools of the United States and foreign countries on a 
reimbursement-in-kind basis, (6) increased Presidential 
authority to provide emergency military assistance 
through cash disbursement or limited procurements, 
(7) modification of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
to allow training of police in "mini-states" that had 
no military and used the police as a paramilitary force 
for defense purposes, (8) addition of a provision to 
the Arms Export Control Act allowing sale of defense 
articles manufactured in US Government-owned facilities 
to US industry in support of approved direct commercial 
sales, (9) permission for US forces to exchange 
logistic support with non-NATO allies with whom they 
might be based or engaged with in combined exercises, 
(10) restructure of the Arms Control Export Act to 
clarify the intent and to preclude "continuous" 
misinterpretation, (11) repeal of the section of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 that required 
termination of specified forms of security assistance 
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to a country if that country received assistance from a 
third country in enrichment or reprocessing of nuclear 
materials, and (12) addition of a section to the Arms 
Control Export Act to restrict issuance of export 
licenses for major defense equipment sold under direct 
commercial contracts. 43 These submissions marked the 
first time that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had recom- 
mended legislative initiatives for security assistance. 
Heretofore such proposals had always come from the 
Services. 

1/f) In the meantime, on 15 June 1982, the Chief of 
Naval Operations had told the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
that n a priority effort" was needed to secure passage 
of the FY 1983 security assistance program currently 
before the Congress. He believed the $1.2 billion 
increase in the current authorization/appropriations 
request was "vital" to meet US security interests and 
set "a firm foundation" for programs over the next 
several years. The Chief of Naval Operations wanted 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff to take "a much more active 
role on the Hill in security assistance." He hoped to 
overcome the impression of many Congressmen that 
security assistance was a "give away" and a military- 
industrial marketing effort. 43 

The Operations Deputies considered the CNO 
paper on 25 June 1982 and directed the Joint Staff to 
take the following actions: add a policy and strategy 

section to the Joint Security Assistance Memorandum; 
hold a series of meetings with security assistance 
officers in the Office of the Secretary of Defense and 
the Department of State to discuss ways to make the 
Joint Security Assistance Memorandum more useful; 
prepare materials, stressing military and strategic 
interests, for the Services to use in justifying 
security assistance requests; develop, in conjunction 
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with the Chairman's Legislative and Legal Assistant and 
the Services, language for the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
suitable for statements to the Congress and the public 
on security assistance; and prepare a ten-minute 
briefing for the Joint Chiefs of Staff to use in out- 
lining the contribution of security assistance to the 
implementation of national strategy. 44 Subsequently, 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff directed the Joint Staff to 
prepare, an additional briefing on security assistance 
for the President. 45 

gzf The Joint Chiefs of Staff forwarded their Joint 
Security Assistance Memorandum for FY 1984 to the 
Secretary of Defense on 8 November 1982. At that time, 
they noted their recent proposals for security 
assistance legislative initiatives. In addition, they 
cited the following "concerns" that should be given 
"high priority": (1) more multiyear commitments to 
permit long-range planning and to enhance 
"predictability"; (2) an under cutting of the effec- 
tiveness of programs resulting from long leadtimes, 
rising prices, and a lack of export versions of high 
technology, and a need to take foreign country 
requirements into account in US defense procurement and 
production planning; (3) a requirement to move 
carefully toward more extensive US-host government 
planning and recognition of the political sensitivities 
involved; (4) the inflexibility of legislation 
governing security assistance which allowed for too 
much Congressional "mi/cromanagement. " The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff also reaffirmed their support for the 
Special Defense Acquisition Fund (SDDAF) . 45 
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The Influence of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff influence the overall 
direction and scope of the security assistance program 
although the exact degree of influence is difficult to 
assess. Generally, the JCS recommendations have been 
followed with respect to the policy for and direction 
of the program even though actual JCS dollars have not 
been accepted. 47 The first chart in the attachments 
compares the total JCS dollar recommendations for 
security assistance, year by year, during the past 
decade with the final Executive Branch proposed 
programs and then the actual amounts approved by the 
Congress. A study of these figures reveals certain 
trends and permits some generalizations. With regard 
to grants, the Administration in the majority of 

instances has lowered the amount, and the Congress 
reduced the figure recommended by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff in every instance. (For FY 1983, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff made no recommendations since that form 
of assistance was to be terminated.) For foreign 
military sales (credits) , the Administration has 
consistently increased the figure, and the Congress has 
increased the amount in the majority of cases, 

sometimes significantly. For training, there is a less 
consistent pattern but, for the past five years, both 

the Administration and the Congress have reduced the 
amount for training below what the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff recommended. 

(U) In considering the figures in the referenced 
chart, together with the above generalizations, it is 
necessary to consider certain other factors as well. 
First, the JCS recommendations for grants and training 
are not fiscally constrained — in the sense that they 
are based on military justifications. In both the 
Administration and Congressional reviews of the 
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programs, however, economic and political factors have 
to be taken into account. It is only logical, 

therefore, that the amounts desired by the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff are normally reduced. For foreign military 
sales, approved figures are the extension of credits 
and do not require full appropriations. As a* 
consequence, both the Administration and the Congress 
have usually been willing to recommend and approve 
larger amounts than those recommended by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. In addition, the JCS security 
assistance recommendations for FYs 1976 and 1980 
through 1983 did not include Israel. Both the 

Administration proposals and the finally approved 
programs for those years, however, contained large 
foreign military sales credits for Israel and help 

explain the substantial increases in the FMS portions 

of the security assistance program above the JCS 
recommendations . 

(jt) Another factor that must be recognized in any 
comparison of JCS recommendatons for security assist- 
ance with final approved figures is the effect of 
political and economic influences. Security assistance 
programs have often been used to pursue political and 
economic as well as security objectives. Political 
considerations for some areas and countries outweigh 
military factors. The case of Israel has been driven 
almost solely by political factors rather than military 
considerations. Final programs have frequently far 

exceeded the recommendations of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. In fact, as noted above, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff in some years did not submit recommendations for 
Israel, recognizing that decisions on assistance for 
Israel were the result of "special arrangements." At 
present, security assistance for Israel and Egypt 
combined accounts for more than 60 percent of the 



entire program. Another example of political influence 
on the security assistance program is the 7/10 ratio 
traditionally followed by the Congress for Greece and 
Turkey, with Greece receiving 70 percent of the amount 
for Turkey. 

The Security Assistance Program Cycle 

(U) By law, the Department of State supervises 
security assistance. The Department of Defense, 
however, plays a major role in the formulation of the 
yearly programs and administers the approved programs. 
The security assistance program cycle begins with the 
Department of State issuance of "call-up" messages to 
the country teams where there are US security 
assistance programs. In response, the country teams 
prepare Annual Integrated Assessments of Security 
Assistance (AIASAs) for their countries. The US MAAGs 
or military missions in the various countries make a 
major contribution to the AIASAs. 48 

(U) The AIASAs are submitted to the Department of 
State with copies provided to the Plans and Policy 
Directorate (J-5) of the Joint Staff, the commanders of 
the appropriate unified commands, the Assistant 

Secretary of Defense (ISA) , and other US Government 
agencies, such as the AID and ACDA, as appropriate. 
The commanders of the unified commands review and 
report to the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the AIASAs for 
the countries in their areas of responsibility, 
commenting on the proposed funding levels and giving 
priority listing for those levels in their regions. 

(U) The regional divisions of J-5 consider the 
AIASAs, together with the submissions of the unified 
commanders, and prepare the Joint Security Assistance 
Memorandum Supporting Analysis. Simultaneously, the 
Department of State regional bureaus review the AIASAs 
and prepare Unit Overviews for each country. At this 
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stage, there is informal consultation between the 
Department of State, the Joint Staff, and the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense (ISA) in preparation for 
subsequent formal interdepartmental consideration of 
the security assistance program. 

(U) When the Joint Security Assistance Memorandum 
Supporting Analysis is complete, the Security 
Assistance/Arms Transfer Division of J-5 uses it to 
prepare the Joint Security Assistance Memorandum, a 
priority listing by country of security assistance 
requirements for the forthcoming fiscal year. Upon 
review and approval by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the 
Joint Security Assistance Memorandum becomes the 
recommendations of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the 
current security assistance program. 

(U) Formal interdepartmental consideration of the 
security assistance program follows in the Security 
Assistance Program Review Working Group (SAPRWG) of the 
Arms Transfer Management Group (formerly the Arms 
Export Control Board) . Both the working level body and 
the parent group are chaired by the Department of State 
and include representatives from all concerned 
departments and agencies. JCS representation in the 
Working Group is at the action officer level of the 
Security Assistance/Arms Transfer Division, J-5, while 
the Director, J-5, represents the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
in the Arms Transfer Management Group. 

(U) The Joint Security Assistance Memorandum and 
the Unit Overviews serve as the JCS and State 
positions, respectively, in the SAPRWG consideration. 
This interdepartmental review begins even before 
completion of the JSAM, and the CINC comments on the 
AIASAs receive major consideration during the initial 
stages of this process. The result of the SAPRWG 
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effort is a proposed security assistance program that 
is then submitted to the Arms Transfer Management 
Group. There most differences are resolved; remaining 
issues are reviewed by the Under Secretary of State for 
Security Assistance and the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Policy) . Should any differences still persist, the 
Secretary of State makes the final decision. 

(U) The Secretary of State then forwards the 
completed security assistance program, to the Office of 
Management and Budget. Here further staffing occurs 
and funding level adjustments are made. At this point, 
the agencies that participated in the Arms Transfer 
Management Group consideration have a chance for 
rebuttal. Then the Office of Management and Budget 
submits the final proposed security assistance program 
to the President. Following his approval, the 
Department of State and the Defense Security Assistance 
Agency jointly prepare the Congressional Presentation 
Document, the means by which the security assistance 
program is relayed to the Congress. 

(U) After hearings by the Senate Foreign Relations 
and the House Foreign Affairs Committees, and possibly 
by other committees such as the Armed Services 
Committees, if they choose, the Congress enacts, first, 
an authorization and, finally, an appropriation for the 
annual security assistance program. If the 
Congressional authorization and appropriations do not 
match the Administration's program, the SAPWRG meets to 
make the necessary apportionment of the available 
funds. 


27 


UNCLASSIFIED 



UNCLASSIFIED 


Summary and Conclusions 

(U) From the post-World War II years to the 
present, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have always placed 
great importance on the strategic value of security 
assistance. This commitment to the program and its 
strategic objectives has been and continues to be a key 
element in defense planning. The JCS participation in 
the security assistance area, however, has followed an 
evolutionary route, reflecting both the policy changes 
and budgetary developments. 

(U) In the period 1947 through 1960, the primary 
JCS concern was to determine, on an ad hoc basis, 
whether weapons transfers to allies and other friendly 
countries supported regional capability levels to meet 
containment objectives. During the 1960s, the deple- 
tion of excess equipment stocks combined with an 
improved worldwide economic climate brought a 
changeover in the primary security assistance approach 
from grant aid to the extension of favorable credit for 
the purchase of military materiel. These developments 
coincided with the advent of the planning, programming, 
budgeting system (PPBS) as a planning tool throughout 
the Executive Branch of the Government, and the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff began to monitor the security 
assistance process more closely to assure that budget 
planning and allocations supported strategic 
priorities. 

(U) The 1970s and early 1980s have seen expanded 
Congressional control over the security assistance 
budget and an increasing tendency to use security 
assistance for political ends. As the Congress has 
exercised tighter control, and as the political demands 
on the program have increased, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff have grown increasingly concerned. They want the 
security assistance program funded to the fullest 
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extent possible and oriented toward strategic 
objectives. To this end, they have been anxious that 
their advice on security assistance have as much clout 
as possible and have reviewed ways to improve their 
effectiveness in this regard. During the past year, 
they have been particuarly attentive to strengthening 
their impact on security assistance. Some improvements 
have been accomplished? others remain to be achieved. 

(U) In the spring of 1982, the Chiefs of Staff of 
the Army and the Air Force suggested that the JCS 
planning documents include the strategic implications 
of the security assistance program. The Joint Chiefs 
of Staff agreed and the current FY 1984 Joint Security 
Assistance Memorandum (JSAM) has, for the first time, a 
"Policy and Strategy" section. The new section is 

brief and could be expanded in subsequent years to 
explain in more specific terms how security assistance 
supports US national strategy. Another possibility in 
this regard is for the Joint Chiefs of Staff to take 
the lead, in both DOD and interagency deliberations, to 
reorient the security assistance program to reflect 
strategic and military objectives with "diplomacy" 
assuming an important, but lesser role. 

(U) As a means of exercising more control, the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff have for the past ten years 
advocated transfer of security assistance funding from 
the Foreign Assistance budget to the DOD budget. The 
Department of State, however, has always opposed such a 
change and continues to do so. 

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff have also considered 
the need to improve the integration of the security 
assistance program with US force planning. This area 
is currently under study by both the Services and 
appropriate unified commanders, but no specific 
proposals have yet been set forth. 
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(U) In June 1982, the Chief of Naval Operations 
called upon the Joint Chiefs of Staff to take a "much 
more active role" with the Congress to insure enactment 
of the adequate security assistance appropriations. 
The Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed and directed 
preparation of a briefing and other materials for their 
use in presentations to the Congress on security 
assistance. This objective is being incorporated in 
the testimony of the Chiefs in their regularly 
scheduled appearances before Congressional committees. 
Another way of approaching the Congress is by means of 
increased emphasis on security assistance in the 
Chairman's annual pasture statement. The FY 1983 
statement presented security assistance in terms of the 
importance of the program and the issues to be resolved 
rather than merely a description of the program as was 
the case in earlier statements. The FY 1984 statement 
carries this "editorial" approach even further, 
stressing the strategic objectives of security 
assistance and justifying more grant aid, better con- 
cessionary credit, and increased training assistance. 

(U) Current organizational arrangements also 
influence the effectiveness of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff in the security assistance area. As presently 
authorized, CINCs may communicate directly with the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense on security 
assistance matters. This situation often results in 
the Joint Staff and the Joint Chiefs of Staff being 
bypassed. A solution would be to require the CINCs and 
OSD to communicate through the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 
all matters involving security assistance. Within the 
Joint Staff, responsibility for security assistance is 
organized in a matrix fashion. The Security 
Assistance/Arms Transfer (SA/AT) Division, J-5, has 
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overall responsibility while assistance for individual 
countries falls under the appropritate regional 
divisions of J-5. Finally, Joint Staff effectiveness 
as an active, innovative element in the security 
assistance community is hampered by the small size of 
the SA/AT Division. The four officers of the Division 
have to coordinate with NSC, Department of State, and 
OSD personnel in the development of policy, 
legislative, and budgetary actions. 

(U) A final area for improvement is the Joint 
Security Assistance Memorandum. As mentioned above, 
the newly added strategy section could be expanded and 
strengthened. Moreover, the JSAM comes late in the 
budget cycle and should be presented earlier to be more 
useful. The JSAM, however, is dependent on receipt of 
the AIASAs, which conform to the Department of State 
programming and budgetting cycle with different 
reporting dates. Additionally, the format of the JSAM 
might be simplified for an easier understanding of the 
actual dollar recommendations. 
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iMWf inriiT f p i 

WmwfnHnu^’ 


COUNTRY 


\FGHANISTAN 
3 All GLADE SH 
3URMA 
3URMA 

:ambodia (khm rep) 

3 HINA (TAIWAN) 

CNDIA 

HNDONESIA 

\OREA 

,AOS 

'1ALAYSIA 

iEPAL 

PAKISTAN 

MIILIPPINES 

SINGAPORE 

>RI LANKA 

CHAILAND 

VIETNAM (SOUTH) 

'GYPT 

[RAN 

[SRAEL 

JORDAN 

jEBANON 

lOROCCO 

)MAN 

SAUDI ARABIA 
fUNISIA 
fEMEN (YAR) 













FY Bg A SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
(CONTINUED) 

(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 




JCS RECOMMENDATIONS 


EXECUTIVE BRANCH REQUEST 


APPROVED PROGRAM 


BOTSWANA 
BURUNDI 
CAMEROON 
. CONGO 
DIJBOUTI 
■ EQ. GUINEA 
i ETHIOPIA 
! GABON 
; GHANA 
| IVORY COAST 
! KENYA 
! LIBERIA 
I MALAWI 
: MALI ' 

; NIGER 
RWANDA 
SENEGAL 
SOMALIA 
SUDAN 
TANZANIA 
TOGO 

; UGANDA 
i UPPER VOLTA 
; ZAIRE 
ZIMBABWE 

AUSTRIA 
FINALND 
- GREECE 
ICELAND 
: PORTUGAL 

| SPAIN 
! TURKEY 
. YUGOSLAVIA 















FY IMgA SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 


(CONTINUED) 
(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 




COUNTRY 


JCS RECOMMENDATIONS 


EXECUTIVE BRANCH REQUEST 


APPROVED PROGRAM 



IRH 

FMS 

(sales) 

IMET 

(training) 

MAP 

(grants) 

FMS 

(sales ) 

IMET 

(training) 

MAP 

(grants) 

FMS 

(sales ) 

IMET 

(training 

ARGENTINA 





IBBBI 






BAHAMAS 



IBBBBHI59B 


1 . 

i -i 

BBMI 

BBBBB! 

bbbbhb 

BARBADOS 

2 ix£L 

bi^^ibbsb 

—l 




■BBBBBI 

BB^BI 


BOLIVIA 


MHSRai 

. 







BRAZIL 

|B 

BBBBBB 

smX m <1 BWBaB 1 







CHILE 

\m 

BBBBB 

BBBBBBCS&BI 







COLUMBIA 

[■ 


■ - 

■ Hi 

BBBBISB 

. a 5 

IBBBMBBI 



DOM. REP. 



S.c, 



B Bl 

■ BBfl 

Bl ■■ 1 Bl 

!_ J,o 1 




EAST CARIB. 


Bl 

■ ■Kill 

BBBBI B 


Bl BH 

bbbbsim 



ECUADOR 

Immmmmm 

Bl BEBSBf 

tJiliJL 

B Bl 


.-IQ' 1 

BBBBB 

■WKf 

. -C-'i 

EL SALVADOR 


1 / 0>r> 

!/■ 

BH9TSES 

P±a 

BBV3JSB 


/ 6. S 


GUATEMALA 

l/Ltl .1 


BBBBBB3KH 


Bl ^1 

BBBBBI 

IBBBBBBI 



HAT I 



HHHBBI 

BBBBBBEE9 

■i 

bb 

B BKKfll 

b 



HONDURAS 

HU?' 

-L^ 

BBBlijBffilQI 

J 1 • 

UIlQ 

1 

FTTo 

IM.O 


JAMAICA 

Bl 


Brra 



MBB! 

/.O 

1.0 


MEXICO 


■1 

BBBBBB93 

ibbbb 

Bl Bl 

BHHSBI 




NICARAGUA 


—MB 

BH79 


BB BB 

BB^BI 

IBBBBI 



PANAMA 

B 

BBBBBBIB 

■■RliS 

. no‘. 


: .5 1 

1 

5.0 


PARAGUAY 



. 6 

/■ > 

... . orr/ 

^1 ■■ 

Bl 


B 

■B ..... 

PERU 





ill. 


■■bbki 

ii BBBBB 

1 

4.S 


SURINAME 

iii mamm 

B B 

BMRBI 

IBBBBB 

Bl 

mi ii m 

B 

Bl 

* 

URUGUAY 

bbbbbb 

BBBBBHB 



(BBBBB 

IB 

Bl BBBB 




VENEZUELA 



MBM^^BIB 

IBBBB 

■B£^£3^i(B 

b bksm 

ftt: 



TOTAL 

OWM 


Bl 

U:t.l 


Ml. 76 


3.SS&5 




■ 


3 

pAyn 
l BmT 

namAl 

UU1 1 1# i*- 


© 















FY 138) SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

■tT ffifiDDtTlAL — 

(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 


COUNTRY 


AFGHANISTAN 

BANGLADESH 

BURMA 

BURMA 

CAMBODIA (KHM REP) 

CHINA (TAIWAN) 

INDIA 

INDONESIA 

KOREA 

LAOS 

MALAYSIA 
NEPAL 
PAKISTAN 
PHILIPPINES 
SINGAPORE 
SRI LANKA 
THAILAND 
VIETNAM (SOUTH) 

EGYPT 

IRAN 

ISRAEL 

JORDAN 

LEBANON 

MOROCCO 

OMAN 

SAUDI ARABIA 
TUNISIA 
YEMEN (YAR) 












FY I4&1 SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
(CONTINUED) 

(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 


JCS RECOMMENDATIONS 


EXECUTIVE BRANCH REQUEST 


APPROVED PROGRAM 



CAMEROON 


CONGO 
DIJBOUTI 
EQ. GUINEA 


ETHIOPIA 


GABON 

GUANA 


IVORY COAST 

KENYA 

LIBERIA 

MALAWI 

MALI 

NIGER 

RWANDA 


SENEGAL 

SOMALIA 

SUDAN 



TANZANIA 


TOGO 


UGANDA 
UPPER VOLTA 
ZAIRE 
ZIMBABWE 


AUSTRIA 

FINALND 

GREECE 

ICELAND 

PORTUGAL 

SPAIN 

TURKEY 

YUGOSLAVIA 












"St 


FY SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

(CONTINUED) 

j (DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 




JCS RECOMMENDATIONS 


EXECUTIVE BRANCH REQUEST 


APPROVED PROGRAM 


S 


IMET 

(training) 


IMET 

MAP 

FMS 

IMET 

(training) 

(grants) 

(sales ) 

(trainin; 


ARGENTINA 
BAHAMAS 
BARBADOS 
BOLIVIA 
BRAZIL 
CHILE 
COLUMBIA 
DOM. REP. 
EAST CARIB. 
ECUADOR 
, EL SALVADOR 
GUATEMALA 
HAT I 

HONDURAS 
JAMAICA 
MEXICO 
NICARAGUA 
PANAMA 
. PARAGUAY 
PERU 

■ SURINAME 
URUGUAY 
• VENEZUELA 


; TOTAL 














FY |3fo> SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 


COUNTRY 


AFGHANISTAN 

BANGLADESH 

BURMA 

BURMA 

CAMBODIA (KIIM REP) 

CHINA (TAIWAN) 

INDIA 

INDONESIA 

KOREA 

LAOS 

MALAYSIA 
NEPAL 
PAKISTAN 
PHILIPPINES 
SINGAPORE 
SRI LANKA 
THAILAND 
VIETNAM (SOUTH) 

EGYPT 

IRAN 

ISRAEL 

JORDAN 

LEBANON 

MOROCCO 

OMAN 

SAUDI ARABIA 
TUNISIA 
YEMEN (YAR) 














FY l^SO SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
(CONTINUED) 

(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) - 


ToRnuuTiln^^^ 


JCS RECOMMENDATIONS 


EXECUTIVE BRANCH REQUEST 


APPROVED PROGRAM 




BOTSWANA 

BURUNDI 

CAMEROON 

CONGO 

DIJBOUTI 

EQ. GUINEA 

ETHIOPIA 

GABON 

GHANA 

IVORY COAST 

KENYA 

LIBERIA 

MALAWI 

MALI 

NIGER 

RWANDA 

SENEGAL 

SOMALIA 

SUDAN 

TANZANIA 

TOGO 

UGANDA 

UPPER VOLTA 

ZAIRE 

ZIMBABWE 

AUSTRIA 

FINALND 

GREECE 

ICELAND 

PORTUGAL 


YUGOSLAVIA 












•ID 


FY l^gD SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

<co ™°> wmm r 

(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 


JCS RECOMMENDATIONS 


EXECUTIVE BRANCH REQUEST 


APPROVED PROGRAM 


ARGENTINA 

BAHAMAS 

BARBADOS 

BOLIVIA 

BRAZIL 

CHILE 

COLUMBIA 

DOM. REP. 

EAST CARIB. 

ECUADOR 

EL SALVADOR 

GUATEMALA 

HAT I 

HONDURAS 

JAMAICA 

MEXICO 

NICARAGUA 

PANAMA 

PARAGUAY 

PERU 

SURINAME 

URUGUAY 

VENEZUELA 


TOTAL 














FY JOTft SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 


JCS RECOMMENDATIONS v 

QgSM-\a5-T7 , 7 AfvT7) 


EXECUTIVE BRANCH REQUEST 

(C<> O') 


APPROVED PROGRAM 

(CP D 


IMET 

MAP 

FMS 

IMET 

MAP 

FMS 

(training) 

(grants) 

(sales) 

(training) 

(grants) 

(sales) 


IMET 

(training) 


AFGHANISTAN 

BANGLADESH 

BURMA 

BURMA 

CAMBODIA (KHM REP) 

CHINA (TAIWAN) 

INDIA 

INDONESIA 

KOREA 

LAOS 

MALAYSIA 
NEPAL 
PAKISTAN 
PHILIPPINES 
SINGAPORE 
SRI LANKA 
THAILAND 
VIETNAM (SOUTH) 

EGYPT 

IRAN 

ISRAEL 

JORDAN 

LEBANON 

MOROCCO 

OMAN 

SAUDI ARABIA 
TUNISIA 
YEMEN (YAR) 
















FY [ 41 % SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
(CONTINUED) 

(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 




JCS RECOMMENDATIONS 


EXECUTIVE BRANCH REQUEST 


APPROVED PROGRAM 


BOTSWANA 

BURUNDI 

CAMEROON 

CONGO 

DIJBOUTI 

EQ. GUINEA 

ETHIOPIA 

GABON 

GHANA 

IVORY COAST 

KENYA 

LIBERIA 

MALAWI 

MALI 

NIGER 

RWANDA 

SENEGAL 

SOMALIA 

SUDAN 

TANZANIA 

TOGO 

UGANDA 

UPPER VOLTA 

ZAIRE 

ZIMBABWE 


AUSTRIA 

FINALND 

GREECE 

ICELAND 

PORTUGAL 

SPAIN 

TURKEY 

YUGOSLAVIA 












■■© i 


FY 1313 SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
{CONTINUED) 

(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 


fUHHUML ^ 


COUNTRY 


ARGENTINA 

BAHAMAS 

BARBADOS 

BOLIVIA 

BRAZIL 

CHILE 

COLUMBIA 

DOM. REP. 

EAST CARIB . 

ECUADOR 

EL SALVADOR 

GUATEMALA 

HAT I 

HONDURAS 

JAMAICA 

MEXICO 

NICARAGUA 

PANAMA 

PARAGUAY 

PERU 

SURINAME 

URUGUAY 

VENEZUELA 


TOTAL 


JCS RECOMMENDATIONS 


EXECUTIVE BRANCH REQUEST 


APPROVED PROGRAM 
















FY VfllS SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 


(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 




COUNTRY 


AFGHANISTAN 

BANGLADESH 

BURMA 

BURMA 

CAMBODIA (KHM REP) 

CHINA (TAIWAN) 

INDIA 

INDONESIA 

KOREA 

LAOS 

MALAYSIA 
NEPAL 
PAKISTAN 
PHILIPPINES 
SINGAPORE 
SRI LANKA 
THAILAND 
VIETNAM (SOUTH) 

EGYPT 

IRAN 

ISRAEL 

JORDAN 

LEBANON 

MOROCCO 

OMAN 

SAUDI ARABIA 
TUNISIA 
YEMEN (YAR) 











FY l<Tl8 SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

(CONTINUED) jptiirv 

(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 


JCS RECOMMENDATIONS 


EXECUTIVE BRANCH REQUEST 


APPROVED PROGRAM 


1 

. i 



ami 


AUSTRIA 

FINALND 

GREECE 

ICELAND 

PORTUGAL 

SPAIN 

TURKEY 

YUGOSLAVIA 










FY security assistance program 

,continued > ^ 

.(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 


JCS RECOMMENDATIONS 


EXECUTIVE BRANCH REQUEST 


APPROVED PROGRAM 


ARGENTINA 
: BAHAMAS 
BARBADOS 
BOLIVIA 
BRAZIL 
CHILE 
COLUMBIA 

• DOM. REP. 

! EAST CARIB. 

ECUADOR 
, EL SALVADOR 
GUATEMALA 
. HAT I 
: HONDURAS 
JAMAICA 
r MEXICO 

• NICARAGUA 
' PANAMA 

: PARAGUAY 
PERU 

: SURINAME 
URUGUAY 
VENEZUELA 


TOTAL 















FY jqi7 SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 


COUNTRY 


AFGHANISTAN 

BANGLADESH 

BURMA 

BURMA 

CAMBODIA (KHM REP) 

CHINA (TAIWAN) 

INDIA 

INDONESIA 

KOREA 

LAOS 

MALAYSIA 
NEPAL 
PAKISTAN 
PHILIPPINES 
SINGAPORE 
SRI LANKA 
THAILAND 
VIETNAM (SOUTH) 

EGYPT 

IRAN 

ISRAEL 

JORDAN 

LEBANON 

MOROCCO 

OMAN 

SAUDI ARABIA 
TUNISIA 
YEMEN (YAR) 










FY 1317 SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

(CONTINUED) p iBB D I Tift tr 

(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 


COUNTRY 


; BOTSWANA 
BURUNDI 
CAMEROON 
CONGO 
; DIJBOUTI 
. EQ. GUINEA 
ETHIOPIA 
i GABON 
i GHANA 
. IVORY COAST 
j KENYA 
i LIBERIA 
: MALAWI 

MALI 

• NIGER 
RWANDA 
SENEGAL 
SOMALIA 
SUDAN 
TANZANIA 
TOGO 
UGANDA 
UPPER VOLTA 

\ ZAIRE 
| ZIMBABWE 

i 

i AUSTRIA 
; FINALND 
■ GREECE 

• ICELAND 

j PORTUGAL 
i SPAIN 
; TURKEY 
j YUGOSLAVIA 












•© 


FY SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

(CONTINUED) 

(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 


riMinru'ir 


COUNTRY 


ARGENTINA 

BAHAMAS 

BARBADOS 

BOLIVIA 

BRAZIL 

CHILE 

COLUMBIA 

DOM. REP. 

EAST CARIB. 

ECUADOR 

EL SALVADOR 

GUATEMALA 

HAT I 

HONDURAS 

JAMAICA 

MEXICO 

NICARAGUA 

PANAMA 

PARAGUAY 

PERU 

SURINAME 

URUGUAY 

VENEZUELA 


TOTAL 


JCS RECOMMENDATIONS 


EXECUTIVE BRANCH REQUEST 


APPROVED PROGRAM 















FY KT7fe SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

~ *#Mrm 

{DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 


JCS recommendations 
( - \fcV7H. Ha* 7<-A 


EXECUTIVE BRANCH REQUEST 

. (tfO) 


APPROVED PROGRAM 

(CP O') 


AFGHANISTAN 

BANGLADESH 

BURMA 

BURMA 

CAMBODIA (KHM REP) 

CHINA {TAIWAN) 

INDIA 

INDONESIA 

KOREA 

LAOS 

MALAYSIA 
NEPAL 
PAKISTAN 
PHILIPPINES 
SINGAPORE 
SRI LANKA 
THAILAND 
VIETNAM {SOUTH) 

EGYPT 

IRAN 

ISRAEL 

JORDAN 

LEBANON 

MOROCCO 

OMAN 

SAUDI ARABIA 
TUNISIA 
YEMEN (YAR) 












FY 1376 SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

(CONTINUED) ' 

{DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 


JCS RECOMMENDATIONS 


EXECUTIVE BRANCH REQUEST 


APPROVED PROGRAM 


1 BOTSWANA 
! BURUNDI 
! CAMEROON 
: CONGO 

; DIJBOUTI 
,j EQ. GUINEA 
jl ETHIOPIA 
GABON 
GHANA 

} IVORY COAST 
| KENYA 
i LIBERIA 
MALAWI 
MALI 
NIGER 
RWANDA 
SENEGAL 
SOMALIA 
i SUDAN 
TANZANIA 
TOGO 

, UGANDA 

UPPER VOLTA 
ZAIRE 

: ZIMBABWE 

AUSTRIA 
FINALND 
■ GREECE 
ICELAND 
PORTUGAL 
SPAIN 
TURKEY 
YUGOSLAVIA 











“© FY 1^16 SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

( CONTINUED ) 

, (DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 


COUNTRY 


ARGENTINA 

BAHAMAS 

BARBADOS 

BOLIVIA 

BRAZIL 

CHILE 

COLUMBIA 

DOM. REP. 

EAST CARIB. 

ECUADOR 

EL SALVADOR 

GUATEMALA 

HAT I 

HONDURAS 

JAMAICA 

MEXICO 

NICARAGUA 

PANAMA 

PARAGUAY 

PERU 

SURINAME 

URUGUAY 

VENEZUELA 


TOTAL 


JCS RECOMMENDATIONS 


EXECUTIVE BRANCH REQUEST 


APPROVED PROGRAM 


















-et 


FY iqiS SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
. I (DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 




COUNTRY 


AFGHANISTAN 

Bangladesh 

BURMA 

BURMA 

CAMBODIA (KHM REP) 

CHINA (TAIWAN) 

INDIA 

INDONESIA 

KOREA 

LAOS 

MALAYSIA 
NEPAL 
PAKISTAN 
PHILIPPINES 
SINGAPORE 
SRI LANKA 
THAILAND 
VIETNAM (SOUTH) 

EGYPT 

IRAN 

ISRAEL 

JORDAN 

LEBANON 

MOROCCO 

OMAN 

SAUDI ARABIA 
TUNISIA 
SfEMEN (YAR) 










FY MIS SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
(continued) 

(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 


JCS RECOMMENDATIONS 


I 


EXECUTIVE BRANCH REQUEST 


APPROVED PROGRAM 


BOTSWANA 

BURUNDI 

CAMEROON 

CONGO 

DIJBOUTI 

EQ. GUINEA 

ETHIOPIA 

GABON 

GHANA 

IVORY COAST 

KENYA 

LIBERIA 

MALAWI 

MALI 

NIGER 

RWANDA 

SENEGAL 

SOMALIA 

SUDAN 

TANZANIA 

TOGO 

UGANDA 

UPPER VOLTA 

ZAIRE 

ZIMBABWE 

AUSTRIA 

FINALND 

GREECE 

ICELAND 

PORTUGAL 

SPAIN 

TURKEY 

YUGOSLAVIA 










FY |^15 SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
(CONTINUED) 

.(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 




JCS RECOMMENDATIONS -v 

** CegQMVh-gi-vi/t'f iOr> On tv J 


EXECUTIVE BRANCH REQUEST 


APPROVED PROGRAM 


ARGENTINA 

BAHAMAS 

BARBADOS 

BOLIVIA 

BRAZIL 

CHILE 

COLUMBIA 

DOM. REP. 

EAST CARIB. 

ECUADOR 

EL SALVADOR 

GUATEMALA 

HAT I 

HONDURAS 

JAMAICA 

MEXICO 

NICARAGUA 

PANAMA 

PARAGUAY 

PERU 

SURINAME 

URUGUAY 

VENEZUELA 


IME 

WM 

MAP 

FMS 

trai 

HI 

(grants) 

(sales) 










' €t FY SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

. : (DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 


COUNTRY 


AFGHANISTAN 

BANGLADESH 

BURMA 

BURMA 

CAMBODIA (KHM REP) 

CHINA (TAIWAN) 

INDIA 

INDONESIA 

KOREA 

LAOS 

MALAYSIA 
NEPAL 
PAKISTAN 
PHILIPPINES 
SINGAPORE 
SRI LANKA 
THAILAND 
VIETNAM (SOUTH) 

EGYPT 

IRAN 

ISRAEL 

JORDAN 

LEBANON 

MOROCCO 

OMAN 

SAUDI ARABIA 
TUNISIA 
YEMEN (YAR) 














FY 137*1 SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
(CONTINUED) 

(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 


pMfflCITTlnr 


JCS RECOMMENDATIONS 


BOTSWANA 

BURUNDI 

CAMEROON 

CONGO 

DIJBOUTI 

EQ. GUINEA 




ETHIOPIA 

GABON 

GHANA 



IVORY COAST 

KENYA 

LIBERIA 


' MALAWI 
MALI 

• NIGER 

! RWANDA 
i SENEGAL 
: SOMALIA 

l SUDAN 
! TANZANIA 
! TOGO 
, UGANDA 
< UPPER VOLTA 

• ZAIRE 

I ZIMBABWE 

; ; AUSTRIA 
FINALND 
i GREECE 
i ICELAND 
: PORTUGAL 

\ SPAIN 
: TURKEY 

• YUGOSLAVIA 




EXECUTIVE 

BRANCH REQUEST 

APPROVED PROGRAM 



f C?b) 



cc poy 


IMET 

MAP 

FMS 

IMET 

MAP 

FMS 

IMET 

(training) 

(grants) 

(sales ) 

(training) 

(grants ) 

(sales ) 

(training 












"Gt fy 1313 security assistance program 

. : (DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 


COUNTRY 


AFGHANISTAN 

BANGLADESH 

BURMA 

BURMA 

CAMBODIA (KHM REP) 

CHINA (TAIWAN) 

INDIA 

INDONESIA 

KOREA 

LAOS 

MALAYSIA 
NEPAL 
PAKISTAN 
PHILIPPINES 
SINGAPORE 
SRI LANKA 
THAILAND 
VIETNAM (SOUTH) 

EGYPT 

IRAN 

ISRAEL 

JORDAN 

LEBANON 

MOROCCO 

OMAN 

SAUDI ARABIA 
TUNISIA 
YEMEN (YAR) 












FY \qi}> SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

(continued) mmm 

(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 


COUNTRY 


BOTSWANA 
BURUNDI 
■ CAMEROON 
CONGO 
DIJBOUTI 
EQ. GUINEA 
ETHIOPIA 
GABON 
GHANA 

IVORY COAST 

KENYA 

LIBERIA 

MALAWI 

MALI 

NIGER 

RWANDA 

SENEGAL 

SOMALIA 

SUDAN 

TANZANIA 

TOGO 

UGANDA 

UPPER VOLTA 

ZAIRE 

ZIMBABWE 

AUSTRIA 

FINALND 

GREECE 

ICELAND 

PORTUGAL 

SPAIN 

TURKEY 

YUGOSLAVIA 


JCS RECOMMENDATIONS 


EXECUTIVE BRANCH REQUEST 


APPROVED PROGRAM 









FY l*n3 SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
(CONTINUED) 

(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 





EXECUTIVE BRANCH REQUEST 


MAP 

FMS 

IMET 

(grants) 

(sales) 

(training) 



DOM, REP. 
EAST CARIB. 
ECUADOR 
EL SALVADOR 
GUATEMALA 
HATI 

HONDURAS 

JAMAICA 

MEXICO 

NICARAGUA 

PANAMA 

PARAGUAY 

PERU 

SURINAME 

URUGUAY 

VENEZUELA 


TOTAL 



APPROVED PROGRAM 
MAP FMS IMET 


(grants) (sales) (training 















FY SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 


■i a 


(CONTINUED) 

.(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 


omiaiMAU 


COUNTRY 


JCS RECOMMENDATIONS 


EXECUTIVE BRANCH REQUEST 


APPROVED PROGRAM 


ARGENTINA 

BAHAMAS 

BARBADOS 

BOLIVIA 


EL SALVADOR 
GUATEMALA 
HAT I 

HONDURAS 

JAMAICA 

MEXICO 

NICARAGUA 

PANAMA 

PARAGUAY 

PERU 

SURINAME 

URUGUAY 

VENEZUELA 


BRAZIL 

Vile 
Vlumbia 

REP. 
CARIB 

Ecuador 


total 


MAP 

(qrants) 

| 

IMET 

(training) 

MAP 

(grants) 

FMS 

(sales) 

IMET 

(training) 

MAP 

(grants) 

FMS 

(sales) 

IMET 

(training 

0,1 

m.o 

■Ml 

IMMI 

.OcO,S 


■Ml 

ryj/l 




B Mil 

I^MM 
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H HUSH 

^Bl 
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Li 
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L 

^B ^B 

HCHSRIM 

BBMBBBI 

mhhkmhsbi 

BMBHMMBI 


LlO 

—CM 

■ ■! 

^B Hi 

BMMHH 


Or lr> 

1 S. (’! 


Q /fr 
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